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STATE OF UTAH 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
i^guS^V UTAH APPELLATE COURT 
111 f l i t III JUN b l 2007 
M A R K L. S H U R T L E F F 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 
RAYMOND A. H,NTZE Protecting Utah • Protecting You ^ T ^ T " 
Chief Deputy d d Chief Deputy 
June 1, 2007 
Lisa Collins 
Clerk of the Court of Appeals 
450 South State Street 
PO BOX 140230 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-0230 
Re: State v. Renae ReidBolson, case no. 20050152 
Dear Ms. Collins: 
I am writing pursuant to rule 24(j), Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure, to advise the 
Court of relevant authority that came to my attention in preparation for oral argument 
scheduled for Monday, June 4,2007. The following cases concern pages 1-4 of defendant's 
Reply Brief where she argues that her claim of instructional error is not invited error: 
State v. Medina, 738P.2d 1021,1023 (Utah 1987; (holding that court will not review 
jury instruction under the "manifest injustice" exception to rule 19(c) where "counsel 
consciously chose not to assert any objection that might have been raised and affirmatively 
led the trial court to believe that there was nothing wrong with the instruction"); 
State v. Hamilton, 2003 UT 22, ^  54, 70 P.3d 111 ("In the past, we have reviewed an 
instruction under the manifest injustice exception only where, instead of objecting, counsel 
'merely remained silent at trial.'. . . However, if counsel, either by statement or act, 
affirmatively represented to the court that he or she had no objection to the jury instruction, 
we will not review the instruction under the manifest injustice exception") (citing Medina, 
738P.2datl023); 
United States v. LaHue, 261 F.3d 993,1013 (10th Cir.2001) (affirming denial of new 
trial motion on basis of invited error); 
Stevens v. Owens-Corning Fiberglas Corp., 49 Cal.App.4th 1645, 1655 (Cal. App. 
1997) (courts will not review invited instructional error regardless of whether the error is 
raised in post-trial proceedings). 
Sincerely, 
Brett J. DelPorto 
Assistant Attorney General 
CC: Jennifer K. Gowans 
